CO*lRT)0u , n/lL 


'October 10, 19?1 


I aa replying to it under the conditions 


hr. David I-elin 

Herrick, langccn, Bella and.vlarris 
300 Home Federal Building 
Des Koines , Iowa 5 C 3 O 9 

Dear Kr. Bella a 

lour letter of aeptesber 20. is at hand* 
set forth in jay letter of August 14. 

After taking all the tine you apparently, have to deal with ay correspondence, one 
would think that you sight attempt to juMress -some of^the issues J raisea and answer, 
is I requested and as you promised. = the specific questions x 

not do«e. Instead you have wasted my time and your own. by filling xAs© ax-er .^., 0 ^ 
with the most arrogant nr© forma denials and flagrant misrepresentations^oi tne ev A - 
Srce! You indicate further correspondence would serve no purpose aad^with.wOis A 
agree for°the sanctimony you have heaped oh 'ae. hothii^aOTe than tnat you 
axe a tan riddled with guilt and unable to confront reality. However, ± wi.l not 
permit your last eight-page fantas’ptetand as the final word, 

r+ 48 Wortunate that you' find' me lacking; in a "scolaxly'’ abroach in my ©xan- 
inat^on of the -"overall record,” a term which you apparently delight in us^ Lt l ■ 
am unscholarly in your eyes, then to you, - sir, sct»lfflWhip- 

.collusion, omission of vital evidence, distortion 04 facts, and outri 0 ht li«->« 

'iho*ild -Von blink -in naive astonishment or feel the urge to rush to you? 
wfite* ate roll out one of those lengthy letters assuring me ofjfavx virtues, r 
you should read this letter through for I will fully docum snW* _^^ st 
how you lie, distort, omit, and invite the charge of, collusion in perjury* 

ra"y second ^ar&?raph misrepresents what 1 stated in my first letter to you, 

research project.” X did not. say that nor dxd 1 mean it. The Sat' ' " 

not to publish was the specific memorandum which. I requested. anyth-^s of 4'" 
nature”' was meant to include any .other papers you Bigot - nave Prided »©* 
was snv e 1 enert of doubt in your mind as to what X did not intend to tnw. 
as a- lawyer you . certainly should have. asked me to. clear up ■ 

letters such as that of July 5. : likewise, X never expressed a desire not to c»cu 
lat© cur correspondence « 

"Officer Tippit was shot at approximate^/ 1*16 V™ ^ 

_ «-'+e-aent. Officer Tippit was shot at the very latest av ltlb, *or at 

hi, was announced- on the police, radio. Furthermore, you anw tne^arxen ^ 

S-ort i^SicVyour faith is vested fail to mention one witness who looaed «t 
i C Y at th« time of the shooting and noted it was 1*10, y volume <-4» p. 2u2v low 
rnv *ell -oerthaf this man*s watch may have been slow or that he might be a^liar,^^ 
but 1 aa disinterested' in such feeble excuse-making since, at this point aster vs* 
official inouirv, it is sufficiently culpable to point out that neither ^upoz 

Evolved with the Commission looked into this man's stop ,P* tr^l 

,-,- 0 .-i.,.-. or ^ ra . t f» s that he. not Domingo Benavides as the aeport says, *aaioea t. ; >- 
Srt tie shooting ,a». W’XO^ “*> ^ 310 “ 

■the least, of omission- and distortion. 



You -say that I "conveniently”- ignore Johnny Calvin irmar in ry cbxre - x - »»t? - 8 r.c» 
■ihilo i do not mention him by 'naac, 1 So coasMsr the inforaatiofc- eoncerir:-" 'x^ald's 
V-ce peg© .2, paragraph 2 of. my letter of August 6) la yotar .•» - -ti> - ub fo - - 
, the I g Bf - P^IPPfSS do not "conveniently” ignore 'Vz. Brewer' although yotir --ef^l 
“ S a ?* lsh yem-.baa,- . In that article you say that fewaid dueled into 


itr* .^.r-ewce: 


>hoe . store* 


- --- - * did not s he merely stopped - and - looked in. the wipoow. 

nsver leaving in© sidewalk or entering -th* store. You also say that Brewer followed 
Texss Theater. He did not. Kb watched Oswald go dowo the street and 
enter -oho iheetar. : here- you are. guilty of blatant Bisxepresertation. 


i'.heii Oswald was arrested, he had in his .possession the amid ei 


.weapon,” you 


If you can prove to es. that, what- c-st-jald possessed was the saurd-er weaTOnl x * L ~o 
to taa rational Archives and sat - it, m I told you in ssy lengthy letter,' **»"<«> 


tridg!- 


esses at the scene- of the crime case from.il 


... , „ , iiw^.that gun, tut it cannot t-e ?, roi 
ti»t «h® enlists xa the aedy cans from that gun and, -in fact, there la not a"co 2 
rela^iOu . c^’TA-oen those bullets and those cartridge, cases. Until yor safe© tint "or- 
f— l®**?®®®* °S ,***?»««*■ evidance ,-aad not .this- entity you con jure up fnd 
^he . ove^fLl .-recoru, j? .^,.y<>a.'»e.gi 41 ty-af.;disi 6 ztion and - misrepresentation 
in. calling, tids gu& tho'j^urder weapon," ■ ~ - 


srovsn 



fort' 

iridgt^sases; at the Tip-p.il.. aurfier scene. 

explanation as to how th© -cases got there, especially in light of the fact thai 
canncv't;® spedflely related to the bullets from ihs body.-' I also offered this 
Oj.pir. xit^.o*s i.o stow that the presence cf these cartridge cases- is not ixrs-.co'-oi’j.'-'.j - 
with a theory of Oswald's innocenco~-whic'' -— • • - - - "* - 

-what 3 did in detail. 


1 said that was. a possible alternative 

’ ’’ tt’s.-ll. 


os&ctly what you asked r© to tie 


f I 2 **® to ^ ■ shocked •.-hy the -cavalier tfeataent in which (l) tried' to wi~^ 
out ox.-tna identification of the Bavis women. You also -ianly -chat ’the er^o-s ~ 
vhe ol-eerratlons, of- ■ these women, laavs 'you with no doubts alsotf thf*r r©lla-yi 
-.-/hat, then*-'-" — * — ■» ----- -* - * - *-**«-**-—*#. 


convinced you os tneir reliability? Certainly not the fact that. 


sit - ; 


.. _ _ f ~ U ■ ■ - ' • ** . VWi X>1.15C5 J 

ne,.. u -so aaca other at the lino-up, each 'claimed that she was the first to 
xuen-.r.ication, .; fee of the women who- was- so ."positive- the'man she saw was fewald - 
. WB ZJr° wore- .a black or .dark blue coat, while the asoailaat t-raro 

a .esc ^-ght- ■ spsi-y • Jaokei# to reliable are. her oliervatlonjs? • The ot her 

sp positive that there: wore five ®®n, is the - line-up that she: jawldsd a dsscrirtioa '■ 
of each.: There: ware; only .-four. sen. : I. wish. .you- hsld'. your, own ' line-up, for. her , in .’ *•'• 
wnicn: she -could l»ve. had the opportunity to - piclc out the '-nonexistaat fifth »b" «- I 
assume* hail you. done this and bad. shs u-ltlsately picked this san,'you would -la» - 
offer it to- rse' as, proof that' .there: were five people In the llHe-t®. . .' ’ , 

- '"cavalier ■ treatswsst, " 1 note your statement that "Bclea tin zfdisn also 

positively IdeJititled you forget to .mention that : vihen brought -In to • 

the lina-irp :Krs.- RaacSfeaa .was so 'hysterical s-hs had 'to - be drugged.? : fid- you also. * 
forgai -w.feat -I pointed'. . out to you, that, in her .testimony lis. i-iarkhaa ’'adraitted she 
tad never seen as^ of the 'people in the line-up, but that Cs-aia gave hex cold ' 
coins? fhat is quits a -"positive Mentif icatloa. “ You say acceot stash .consenoe 
u you 1 to - accept the opinion of your cdlleagu®, i-i. ball— who' ^ 

p^«s---6hat His. .Rarkhsa is an “utter ccrc./lall.” (Hr. Bali mads this ■ rssari:' to a 
aeba’i.o In ievcrly I ‘Ills on - .'Teceisber fi>j i * »>,) 


I do not “gloss ever* 

to ror-ly to s^ - letters, 


... Scoggins* icerstiflcatic-;-! 
succjest you .road theia first. 


you allCfT®, if "'on wisfe 
pointed, cu.it to you tl-jat 



-'Coggins nay hav© seen iteM *s . pictitrs prior to the line-up, and, that the ■ line-tip 
he attended ms; 'so grossly unfair that a blind san could have identified ' CswsLM; 4 


I do not out faith in -S-.hnsf* 1 



w€et© not fair, and that in all easess they dad© Oswald s 
refuted., ' 


aid out, ’this. you have .not 


'Void thus," you say, “when you couple this eyewitness testimony with the physical 
evidence, there, is surely not a reasonable doubt that, Oswald was the killer, of Office 
Tipplt.’’ • Sir, when you put all the evidence together, you end up with 'a ’pile of ' ' 
nothing, with a chain that has no links. There is absolutely nothing in’ all the evi- 
dence .'alleged: -to ‘'’prove'' Oswald guilty put forth by yob and. your cohorts which is 
credible, reliable, or can; stand any: close scrutiny, 3o, while ymi may pass over my 
every point bjf scrying about the .'"oveKtll record," it is obvious that the evidence, 
collectively aid individually' , ' does hot prove Oswald guilty and that you are iasesasr- 
ably wed to an Indefensible supposition. ■ *•■ 

lAe&to*' you raisrefeesait ise ; ah haying said Oswald "could not have -arrived in tin® 

, to have been the Tipplt nurderer."' '--'That- you should twice do. no the injustice of 
putt lag VTOrds in my south sickens', a©*' 'Ohc®. and for all,'.! saifthsfc a' piece of ’iafbrr. 
■rasaibn -'yeu -Iti&oftiMir into the record m i!^dated.* , *Haot 1 pwowsdr-ihat. dsviald could not". 

■ have arrived.' in : time, Although you hav®‘ twice twisted' it, this reaar&'whs made' In 
the. proper context, ' 

■■'Before- you call «y lengthy and extensively documented*responses to' you ''woe— 
fully' ihadetuate,'"' you make the pretense of respoadii% to' ny- lntial : inauiry, ' i :■ " 
first asked you if you .had a copy of a specific asso^ndun and, subsequently, I 
ea&e& if. you;" ever wrote the ; tlecribed document whether' or not. you now 'hav© a* copy, ' . *, - 
Tour r«onhe?' -"I 'do ©fife; have- raa^-neabrarda and.' other doewaents 'which 1 1' 'Wrote' during 
and ffteray- work with the qpaaissiohi . . Obvioisly,' this- does not 1 ' tell me' a) if you 
cusr^tlyVhav©. the 5 specific! - iaeaoj^iaa . 'to 'which '1 'safsaxad of b) if you ever wrote ; • 

. this'-memoraMua,; Thus- ,■ you fail' to respond to. ay, intial inquiry, ' 1 ; '■ ■ •> 

You haw fit, however, to r take up space to tell 1 me you hope, "spas' day'", to put " 
together 'yoti'-worlcing' papaerh ibid a document , which will '"©spose. ■^•''a»sass2riatloa;' 
sensatiohalMts and' their methods" and. also' show: the world that 1 'Bella i®rlied " 
"with 5 ‘but'-bne goal ' in' teind's' .The' truth, the whole thruth;' anti- nothing' but the 1 truths w 
If; this day should'' eba'e 1 and. the world is filially bade awa*©' of ' yofejp" ihtegrliy "atti ■'■ 
moral- • fiber',:' sill' yob include in your' "document " the ; neisoraMia' you wrote’ ©n ''January 
30, I'S6$,:; 'in - whifeh:' j^>a 'confiiSaMfc^ p^laised 1 Oswald'-' the tiller befog© ybu hsd' ta.hes 
a single word': of testimony , ahd; whoh ybisf research materials ' consisted- of what you 
now scorn as .-“hearsay statements by third' parties?''' '' And will, you endeavour to explin 
to your readers'- fcow'.yqiir goal' cbtld : have' been' truth when yen'- were; go ■ certain of 
Oswald*® 1 'guilt 5 prior to your invesiigatioh?'" ; ’ ' • 1 ■'.• 

. ' .-.As an exdmplj of my "woefully. :bffijde§.uate'* .responses., . you say ”no?>fhere d© : (l)' 
refer, to the- testimony of Johnny, e&iviif brewer j,* " ■; As ; f' said 1 'before' and; as 1 would . 
not have to say if you would read ay Tatters, 1 do addrssf hr,' Brewer’s testimony 
althouglv i do not mention' him by name. I for one aa' baffled., by your, obsession with 
iir. Brewer whose most esathsha&Lng observation' was seeing Oswald look in his store 
'window, wel.;; down the. street, and go into a movie theater,' This proves nothing 
unless you utterly distort it,, as ^©u. • a© ■ flagrantly •' did- 'ia the, faces Observer , 



If It is any consolation to you, joraiiied- the -Infora&tiois about “uswald's" 
jacket to spare you the humiliation- of another • Instance- in "which you and. the i (.sport 


grcsaiy aisrapreson*. 


feet ia that there is not one shred of proof 


found in the nark 


oat 


the 


lot s and got ‘by effiesr iiosthrcck as the' Report sayc'; . 


:;ac.-r 

s;as CrwaM’ a jacket. In fact, : that jacket could act be associated with- teralx! 
ceca^e of- the mysterious laundering, nark on it. If you .are -willing to 'b&lievo 
larira (testate *s- .identification of the jacket, then -.-I assume 'you are.' also willing 
to believe that shrimps whistle, efcaply 'because nothing which Carina said (you 'nay 
pick an? oiks of her many versions of aay story) is 'worth .the slightest 'cre&kic®. 
Perhaps you will now refer, ap to .-.that delightful episode in which dr. Benavldcs- 
Idantificd OswsM’s blue jacket (C,3 lo3) for you, -as the assailant’s gray jacket. 


(voltne: 6, page 


vj'hat you say in reference to the -paper sack in no -way -addrscssaj the question 
I ashed, you about it. You say : Cswald^s -prints' were on the bag# - one- ..Was. on the rifle, 
and i'knsaM bough*' the rifle, therefore, in light, of -the evidence. in the' Report, ' " 

*’it Is reasonable to conclude -that 'Oswald- edastarueted • tfcs. hag and brought' -the. rifle 
into the building. “ I will.- ignore- your • glowing uoh.sequitor. however, I asked you " 
why the f snort presents no evMeace-' that- Oswald- constructed the bag' (the existing- 
evidence graves.' only that he handled it) aM. why the a sport supposed the testimony- 
of Troy -feeor.e west not and probably /could .-not haW readmit. ” 

You fe.il to answer- these/questlon®; . gad I assume you cannot answer:- them ' without- ' 
admitting what by .now ia .obvious,* that this is- a ease- of .overt suppression and. that 
the Report’s, assertion Is- a. distortion': tantamount to a, lie-.. . , .'. '■ 

■ ifeon 3? ash .you why you did not invostigate the. accuracy of 'hr. .Sr ebnasa*®' 
statement that -.Oswald '>4 /the :fea' hot'-ds^ed-the same as the' 'jaaa.-.ia 't&s"!R>W: 

window,, .as well- as why ihlslotssorvation: is oaitt'ed ' jEcoa ;th®. .-Esporfc ,-" you tell r:e, ' 
in oar ' ” '“" •* - ~ - 


iSOS' 


‘ i 


worris, --that' the "of 'Brennaa’a: tsstiaony’ 'presented in the- Heport is 


c.ssaoo in . 
“objeativ 
clothia? 


active**' aM -'"as* a 'whole ''coB3lsten*’'-with - our conclusion that Oswald was the 


This -answer® neither of -ray quest lone,;, whether- or .not 'the 'auaaary is 

pepascy in 


it -does- apt 'facXude the- fact that Brennan noted a 


ctif 


pother; or hot 'one -existed '-And,- despite thatfact : that you. find Sronnan’s 
ytsoliss”. -tesiisony'' .consist*' '-wi^h' Oesfeld’a guilt, (a stras’ge finding .elec©: that-' 
testisc-riy is' not. even consistent-- with; itself) a difference in the , clothing Oswald - ' 
wore wX that the allowed.. as3a&aia(wpao .is an" inconsistency.- . thsther you regard It' 
as major or minor or whatever; other iMmbo^jmbo you. can offer,; I 'still- want to 


know why 


didn’t -do & single- thing -to. resolve -this difference 


y admitting. that' feve3Rf(sli^aa point*' I raise lean' ;be;;asBcr®d, ; 'you raks ''coa- 


caous and highly culpatble. Jour failure .to answer 


very stag. 


,-3r 


■ poxat 


if ' - 


load- aa to the obvious- Inference tlmt.«js answer ,to ’the - points .1 re-iae would. If ." 
hqnest, entail ® ccstE’essioa. ■' ; . ' i- ’.. . i -.; ;. . - ; ; ■ 

' -Indeed you. do msye-; one yccnfesslon which. -T -'flEd. jkrtic'ulariy. amislag add il-' 
lustrat^vo of -the 1 .ease. 'tilth which you 'sit her, deceive -yourself or ills' outright, 
deferring to py. question 'abeivt aeebuftiing |or. itemM*® '.slifa^ibouti'' : 

heimon 11 155 . and i2s30,- yo-u- ;-jritet : ■ .. . ;' 

.'•■■■' .fe the extent of Piper’s- testiapay’ 1 ' and, tlj®- Btstehsnt of iferolyr. ■■ 

■" 1 (Arnold* there appss^;to -h® ss winor o^rgtat^sont as to the srtont - 

of the- time tdien't-swald’si w-herfeatout^.hhrp i: urhiccoii?jted fox , - altljough' 
'the key time -factfer '-roisainO that- no. eras -sssr fcswald within at 1-: 

■ fifteen, sinutos of the tine 'ot tfm asfea£siii^i1d.oh»,. 


jyort -sayh -IS not an “avori5tatssr±-,” : ' > j3aj<^'' or.sil 




&' lid srd 



L^f wthotit .xsservaiibn because the people responsible for this arse 

^f^lon (you and Bp.. Bail) knew as, a&ittsd : in 1^.1-felln 
tje.o^s of aM Amol<l., Itas.you !©*» it was si^' tot true io-Uv^ ' 

?! ^ the tiae; in question. Ths fact that 

£~- + £7’ iH* 5 ia *'‘ v ® ^^fcQRsert to get by andE "b®. offered, to the, Aaeriaaa . people 

' v E -‘ ? , vravb .. .Saxes you pasty to &■ lie,, whether or not you yourself told, that lie* 

, i| or .can yc^r so cuichly escape this 'lie .--with' the' excuse that it doesn't,® sttsr ' ' 

^uso, no..eno |aM ; te®M : in.tho liey.ti* factor, ’* iifteea ainutes bStee tt^atoU'' 
£!! IjJ”® '^, do a! ^ yt Aso^»S;:iM*ijb,tto ^statement .at volume 22, page' * 

office .until 12,20, pot:12ti5 as the earlier Abtel-' 
t • ;L.- d* • -;-i3»ss. ; if. no one sap .0e«a3d. in the, -fifteen. minutes, wouldn't • 
vW^«3x?nt the tyr-.A&aoM TOtfla-cd of .the guLan- "' 

fe,; ; 5" 5 v- a ^ ■ ^ ssn * t -’this ' squire ' setae awfly t«ids ?aat«Tix& - 

the XmJS 6 ?*' ?55*l ’'**** to attadi: .Bowlaad's. cralibility on " 

bis €^dm, .that Rowland was able to confirm his 
. ^^rsate sivlv.-che- cIocjc atop the : ii3BS aad the .police radio dispatch of 12sl§- 

^ : *v ■ vj*?? '"?*■ Sive se abeat.tes. AmoldJsfJr. SmleiA. 

fgr ££ rif r f w5t f? r ^ Svi*l hay© sot ansMered sy question .rhich. was, it? repeat, ... . 
6jL^?* .-■h^vAnaa-d not espied ;^s a Mteass ^hy was. her 'story omitted ffosj the 

•iXS? *,X? 3 r& « •■..-• . • 


toz 


the charge 'of par jury ..and coition, .' it 'should he' to jou V 


°" ***-0*®' Observes to which yon elaisM to but did not -*'o» 

? ll3< ^ Gfisxaer the mass of ttsolmaei* ' in . your . Cubase" <ttda«f ■ 
>jx>t^*p owes* sops 24 orei i» qof sorrosporjiience) but will briefly' touch on tho^s 
!f+ 2t S ! ar '!®f 1 . M ^? :s? - ^ pddpesp?& the eliargcs' . involving, its, Giveas, : first, your ■ 
Sj^^! l£ s? A ^estisony- that yon 'and- GiVQas^hsd not- previously set and did not ! - 
t4oC.w : ids -estaaoay. in adwmee do®? not. mean- Givehs ; could: not have' rer jural 

s^or,^&t.yoa aat.aaw;^ ponalttad.' '.hateose, it is ' 

Jon a&cea^Giy^ffl if there . were; wsytt^ng he wish©i to/add to. his-. 

m^rs.hm- t^chrnce tc tell the truth, it is Ooubt- 
" “ — tnat point ha.w^uM .have confessed io.lyiiig- isMer oath.' lastly, : you 

r* v,i^f Oi*g-nal ^ur.. report,- ..;>uoh denials.~iih.e: your own— are-' asaaiagleas. '■ 

present : 'Giv®ns . with the actual- statement -sad ■ ' 
^ .^^^tba-rapost. ..to- aee if- they 'contradict ' ' • 
■,T--'.“~ r fe£sioi.» , As, t4e,re®tod; stassis, Siy^is .- testified contrary to the cririnal' 

.a^.-oifepejO. a, aatojiiglgss- p». : fosaa denial to'- ■■■you ■' 
ft.thouS' toe substantiation you- were ..r^uirod' to,. aeeh,, ' , lh# great cliar^e 'in et^ms* ■ ■ 
!*' or3f svidcEce. outlineci la Sylvia Heaghor^.h' Accessories 'AStes the Pa^t. •"• 

peg*-s..o^ # . indicates t®-a® that Givens, per^ei. hissslf ! cto'.'tSsTSiSSii’nSi^T 
tnac you were aware of this per jury., /and. becasse part^. to it t® nalsing ho 
to correct.-. the reoerd,- . , , ■ -, .. .. . v , * *) ■ .' , , ^ '■ . 


i’forts 



was 

EGSOC-i' 


aectningf ally ■ to- any .: o-f ay, docparatM ' points , '’ aniKin the ' second , the- aatsl e 

evince of -your; chicanery, uatruthfulafess, aitt aeife^sais—to which this fn*n~ 
xess coiTsspondence is ■ a shinter; mmfamt — destroy any clafes 


istc^ity or 


you snigfct aa!ra on 



' J 1 of* 1 CIJWAPf • M * v#v . - 

ox. t*s •^eicK^'s^ x.*- v • *-r*-*‘ •wyO.ijr as pool?, ■» T ?»•* „ 

J7rr«/J 4^* 0 - ~v. .' _ "’ - 13ZQ Ol . ’• G&£T5£» ,v n? “TTn^ jt~ ^ "** v -* *— *• «/Oil iCPOTv ’h*vct 

_ “^ ®2-ieial invssi^stJoTi'^v ?*"**• The - "over^oco^ => of ^ :~ .,• 

.-•aits thar>v£t in ■*. •’. /••“*/» ; ■.■» leer, - oecope • +*m* =-+*«">• - • t-^.ia^sxnafeor* 

s “5 *~SS&rs ssKrwwi — ?~- «T 

• \ : X — P^e^.cm can ^ : feca - 

' 4lS*SS^95'!tl3f. VOta ftayi r 'T4«.«.-'*i*i.i.' *«' '• . "' '• 




ifoward: So t£m&' 



